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and tidal action results in movement of PCB-contaminated materials in both
directions. As a result, failure of the PRB could occur more quickly than
expected. Thus, replacement cost should be included in the remedy alternative
discussion. 1f implemented, monitoring of the PRB will be critical, especially in
those areas where DNAPL is/was detected and in places where high tidal action
occurs, to determine whether the PRB is effective.

e. EPA is concerned on how the PRB could be effected by DNAPL and there is little
discussion on this in the remedial alternatives. It is indicated in the Phase 111 that
pilot testing of the PRB will be conducted, but there is no discussion of the
criteria that will be used to determine the effectiveness of this remedial action,
who will make the determination, and if deemed ineffective, what the contingency
would be. AVX may wish to consider a smaller bench scale test before pilot
testing in the field. This may help in informing more quickly as to the viability of
usc of PRB at this Site.

4. One of the primary objectives of the AVX work is to contain ongoing releases to the
Harbor, which is how the success should be determined. However, the measurement for
how this objective is to be determined appears to be tied to the NBH Superfund Project;
that is, success and permanency can only be measured once the Harbor cleanup is
completed. Regardless of the EPA Harbor cleanup, AVX must implement monitoring of

the selected remedial actions for overburden and bedrock groundwater, including
DNAPL, to ensure migration control. It thus is not dependent upon EPA’s work in the
Harbor. Further, while the Phase IV will likely contain more information on the long-
term monitoring, primary elements of monitoring to be conducted (to confirm actions are
not impacting off-site receptors (e.g., the River) both during and following the remedial
actions should be discussed in this current Phase III.

5. DNAPL is a primary contaminant source in OU3. While mentioned briefly, remedial
alternatives for OU3 do not include DNAPL. Although the IRA Modification addresses
some DNAPL, given the high probability that DNAPL remains at the Site and that it is
within OU3, all of the OU3 alternatives should include measures to address any
remaining DNAPI, encountered at the Site as part of the comprehensive cleanup. EPA is
aware that AVX will be piloting one of the DNAPL extractions in the deep overburden
by pumping the well using a small electrical device. This may not be an efficient method
for evaluating DNAPL removal and EPA would recommend a much more rigorous
pumping test for this pilot.
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To-date, excavations have been/will be conducted in thr== hof snot areas, including

MIP 23, UV-17, and BGP-20. These excavations arc oemg_ﬁnaertakcn under the August
2016 IRA Modification to remove DNAPL.. MW-15 has some of the highest
concentrations of DNAPL as well as TCE and PCBs, and f{rec product recovery (FPR) is
the only remedial action proposed for this area. Recent data from MIP 53 and MIP 54
(close proximity to MW 15) also show high PCB concentrations in shallow soil. Based
on the boring logs, no peat is present in these areas. Typically, TSCA policy would
require reduction of source load in areas with these levels of concentration before
capping, if feasible. Has excavation been considered to reduce the source load in these
areas? If not, why?

Specific Comments

. Pages 3-1 and 3-2. Section 3.2. OU1. With respect to the PCB concentrations at the

Titleist Site, this text asv | as the Phasc Il indicate tf ~ the initial I'"™3 samples were
collected over the 0-2 foot depth interval. Given the conceptual sitc model, it is likely
that higher PCB concentrations are present in the shallower depth (e.g., 0-6 inches or 0-1
foot) intervals. Thus, for purposes of TSCA, EPA has concluded that additional
shallower samples are necessary to confirm the nature and extent of PCB contamination

on the Titleist property.

Page 2-5. 4" bullet. It is indicated that a peat layer is present across much of the castern
portions of the Site. However, with respect to MIP 53 and MIP 54, the| 1t appeared to
be missing in these locations and thus. 1y migration from these areas towards the River
does not appear to be controlled by the sheet pile wall. While these arcas a  proposed to
be covered under remedial option OU3A-3, it is unclear if any vertical controls will also
b¢ nployed. Please clarify and, if no controls are planned, please explain the basis for
not including vertical controls.

. Page 3-2 footnote. The specificd cap requirements were found in Section VI (1)(c) of

the Action Memorandum, not VI(B)(1)(b).

Pages 4-2 and 4-3, Section 4.1.2.1. It is indicatcd that hydraulic containment and ex-situ
treatment is effective for both overburden and bedrock groundwater. While these
measures were retained for the OU3B evaluation, it is unclear why this alternative was
not retained for OU4 evaluation. Given both the CVOC and PCB concentrations in the
bedrock, this should be included in the evaluated options.

. Page 8-1. Section 8.1. For the QU3A-3 pref :d action, it is indicated that an. halt

cap will be constructed over soils with PCB concentrations > ~ mg/Kg. Onp :4-12,
for Alternative OU3A-3, it is indicated that a pavement cap will be constructed over soils
with PCB concentrations greater than 1 mg/Kg. Please clarify what is proposed under
this action, including the cap type and the PCB concentration.








